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ALPHA-GAMMA

TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 7, 1999
SUBJECT: New Source MACT Floors for Surface Coating Manufacturing Processes

FROM: Chuck Zukor and Reese Howle
Alpha-Gamma Technologies, Inc.

To: Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP Project File

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) floor determinations for surface coating manufacturing processes at
new sources which are covered by the Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP (MON).
Material discussed in this memorandum includes:

1) Background information and the new source MACT definition;

2) Determination of the new source MACT floor for process vents;

3) Determination of the new source MACT floor for storage tanks;

4) Determination of the new source MACT floor for wastewater; and

5) Determination of the new source MACT floor for equipment components.

1.0 BACKGROUND

This section presents background information on development of new source MACT
floors for MON surface coating manufacturing processes. Section 1.1 describes the
available information used in the new source MACT floor determinations. While,
Section 1.2 discusses the required guidelines for determining new source MACT floors
and provides a summary of the resulting new source MACT floor determinations for
MON surface coating manufacturing processes.

1.1 Available Information

The MACT floor determinations for new sources are based on the same information
used for the MACT floor determinations for existing sources. In general, information on
surface coating manufacturing processes was obtained from responses to Section 114
surveys. The MON surface coatings database contains information from 127 facilities
which represents extensive coverage of the affected source categories.



1.2 New Source MACT Floor Determinations

The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 requires EPA to promulgate emission standards
to reflect the maximum degree of reduction in HAP emissions that EPA determines is
achievable for new or existing sources. This control level is referred to as MACT. The
Act also prescribes a method for determining the least stringent level allowed for a
MACT standard, which is known as the "MACT floor."

For new sources, the standards for a source category or subcategory "shall not be less
stringent than the emission control that is achieved in practice by the best controlled
similar source, as determined by the Administrator" [section 112(d)(3)]. New source
MACT floors for MON surface coating manufacturing processes are based on the best
controlled similar source for each emission type, using the available data. Table 1
provides a summary of the new source MACT floor determinations for surface coating
manufacturing processes. The new source MACT floors and the methodology used to
determine these floors are described in the following sections.

Table 1. New Source MACT Floor Determinations for Chemical Processes

Source Type Required Control Performance Level
Process Fixed or removable cover | All portable All stationary
Tanks/ venting to a control device | process tanks process tanks
Vessels capable of a 95 percent > 250 gal > 250 gal
reduction
Storage 80 percent reduction Tank with capacity > 10,000 gal and
Tanks HAP partial pressure > 0.2 psia
Wastewater | Equivalent to the HON Wastewater streams with total VOHAP?
concentration > 1,600 ppmw and a flow
rate > 880 gallyr
Equipment Equivalent to the bulk All affected processes.
Components | gasoline terminal
“sensory” LDAR program

@ VOHARP is described in Table 9 of the HON rule (40 CFR 63, Appendix to
Subpart G). Table 9 lists the volatile organic HAP (VOHAP) which volatilize
readily from wastewater and are characterized by Henry’s Law constants greater
than or equal to 1.51 x 10° atm-m®*mol.



2.0 PROCESS TANKS/VESSELS NEW SOURCE MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

As with existing process tanks/vessels, a class distinction was established between
portable and stationary new source process tanks. Therefore, separate new source
MACT floors were determined for portable and stationary process tanks:

° The new source MACT floor for portable process tanks with a capacity of
250 gallons or more is a fixed or removable cover which vents to a control
device with an overall HAP reduction efficiency of 95 percent or greater.

° The new source MACT floor for stationary process tanks with a capacity of
250 gallons or more is a fixed or removable cover which vents to a control
device with an overall HAP reduction efficiency of 95 percent or greater.

The class distinction between portable and stationary process tanks is discussed in
Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, the MACT floor level of performance is discussed. Section
2.3 describes the top performing process tanks used in the new source MACT floor
determination.

2.1 Class Distinctions

As with the MACT floor for existing sources, a class distinction was established between
portable and stationary process tanks due to differences in applying technologies to
reduce emissions from portable and stationary process tanks. The mobile nature of
portable process tanks requires different technical considerations for controlling
emissions with an add-on control device than do stationary process tanks.

2.2 New Source MACT Floor Level of Performance

For both portable and stationary process tanks, the level of performance determined for
the new source MACT floors is a fixed or removable cover which vents to a control
device achieving a HAP emission reduction efficiency of 95 percent or more.
Coincidentally, the 95 percent performance level is the best demonstrated performance
level for both portable and stationary process tanks as demonstrated below:

° 72 portable process tanks located at BASF in Belvidere, NJ are reportedly
controlled by a thermal oxidizer achieving a 95 percent control efficiency;
and

° 3 stationary process tanks located at BASF in Detroit, Ml are reportedly
controlled by a carbon absorber achieving a 95 percent control efficiency.

Portable and stationary process tanks at PPG Industries in Springdale, PA are
reportedly achieving HAP emission reductions greater than 95 percent. This higher



HAP emission reduction was obtained through the use of fixed covers which vent to a
thermal oxidizer. However, source test data necessary to support and validate the
reported HAP emission reductions of 99 percent were not available. In addition, diverse
process tank characteristics such as fixed and removable covers, varying flow rates,
types of pollutants, and pollutant concentrations make it difficult to conclude an
efficiency of 99 percent or more can be achieved for all covered process tanks.
Therefore, the control achieved by the PPG process tanks are not considered the best
demonstrated performance level for a similar source.

Two stationary process tanks located at Dexter Aerospace Materials in Pittsburg, CA
were reported as also achieving HAP emission reductions greater than 95 percent. The
two process tanks were reported as achieving a 98.5 percent reduction in HAP
emissions through the use of a thermal oxidizer. These process tanks are used as
mixing tanks to support the application of adhesives in the manufacture of fiber
composites. As an aerospace fiber composite manufacturer, Dexter Aerospace
Materials is a major source of HAP and a thermal oxidizer was installed to comply with
the requirements of the aerospace MACT standard. Emissions from the two adhesive
mix tanks were manifolded to the thermal oxidizer for control. The two process tanks
located at Dexter Aerospace Materials are not considered a similar source because the
source is primarily a manufacturer of aerospace fiber composites covered by the
aerospace MACT standard. Not all MON sources have a common control device with
available capacity to add vent streams from process tanks.

2.3 Top Performing Process Tanks

The new source MACT floors for both portable and stationary process tanks are
established with the same performance criteria used for determining the existing source
MACT floors. Criteria used for both portable and stationary process tanks was the
reported HAP reduction efficiency (percent by weight) of the combined cover and
control device.

2.3.1 Portable Process Tanks

The new source MACT floor for portable process tanks was established by considering
all portable process tanks located within each facility. The overall HAP reduction
efficiency for controlled portable process tanks was selected as the measure of
performance to rank order and determine the best performing facility. The performance
criteria corresponding to the best facility was an overall HAP reduction efficiency value
of 95 percent. The BASF facility in Belvidere, NJ is currently controlling 72 of 82
portable process tanks at a level of 95 percent through the use of fixed covers and a
thermal oxidizer. The remaining portable tanks are equipped with conservation vents
(CV) and flame arrestors (FA) which were reported as having no affect on HAP
emission reductions. All portable tanks reported by BASF in Belvidere, NJ are
characterized by the smallest reportable capacity range of “A,” or 250 gal to 500 gal.
Attachment A provides the top MACT floor rankings for portable process tanks with the
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corresponding number of tanks controlled, type of control device, and overall HAP
reduction efficiency.

2.3.2 Stationary Process Tanks

As with the portable process tanks, the new source MACT floor for stationary process
tanks was established by considering all stationary process tanks located within each
facility. The overall HAP reduction efficiency for controlled stationary process tanks was
selected as the measure of performance to rank order and determine the best
performing facility. The performance criteria corresponding to the best facility was also
an overall HAP reduction efficiency value of 95 percent. Three out of 113 stationary
process tanks are currently controlled at a level of 95 percent at BASF in Detroit, Ml
through the use of removable covers and a carbon absorber. The remaining stationary
tanks are not equipped with HAP emission reduction devices. The controlled stationary
tanks are characterized by the smallest reportable capacity range of “A,” or 250 gal to
500 gal. While, the capacity of the uncontrolled stationary tanks span reportable
capacity ranges of “A” (250 to 500 gal) to “F” (5,001 to 10,000 gal).

In addition, 5 other facilities (e.g., BASF/Belvidere, NJ; CYTEC Engineered Materials/
Havre de Grace, MD; DuPont/Mt. Clemens, MI; Morton International/West Alexandria,
OH; and Sherwin-Williams/Columbus, OH) reported HAP emission reductions of 95
percent for an additional 152 stationary process tanks using a variety of control
techniques. Attachment B provides the top MACT floor rankings for stationary process
tanks with the corresponding number of tanks controlled, type of control device, and
overall HAP reduction efficiency.

3.0 STORAGE TANK NEW SOURCE MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

The new source MACT floor for storage tanks was determined to be an internal or
external floating roof (IFR or EFR), or a control device with a HAP reduction efficiency of
80 percent or greater for all tanks with a capacity of 10,000 gallons or greater and
storing a material with a HAP partial pressure of 0.2 psia or greater.

The attempt to establish a class distinction between storage tanks is discussed in
Section 3.1. In Section 3.2, the MACT floor level of performance is discussed. Section
3.3 describes the top performing storage tanks population used in the new source
MACT floor determination.

3.1 Class Distinctions

A class distinction between capacity ranges of new source storage tanks was evaluated
but the results did not support any class distinction. As with other MACT standards,
such as the HON, class distinctions have been established for three classes of tanks
based on the following storage capacity ranges:



° 10,000 to less than 20,000 gal,
° 20,000 to less than 40,000 gal, and
° 40,000 gal or greater.

To support this type of class distinction among storage tanks, the application of HAP
controls tend to be more stringent for larger tanks and less stringent for smaller tanks.
However, for the small number (20 out of 522) of tanks reporting HAP reduction
devices, only the opposite of the anticipated trend was observed. More than half of the
controlled tanks were characterized in the smallest storage capacity range of 10,000 gal
to less than 20,000 gal. The remaining controlled tanks were characterized in the
median capacity range of 20,000 gal to less than 40,000 gal. While, no controls were
reported for tanks with a storage capacity of 40,000 gal or greater. Therefore, tank
storage capacity is not a technical criteria distinguishing the type and stringency of
controls applied to the best performing storage tanks. Therefore, all tanks with storage
capacities of 10,000 gal or greater were considered for determining the new source
MACT floor.

3.2 New Source Performance Level

The level of performance determined for the new source MACT floor is a tank equipped
with an internal or external floating roof (IFR or EFR), or another control device with a
HAP emission reduction efficiency of 80 percent or more, excluding scrubbers. By
considering a combination of the control efficiency, tank storage capacity, and HAP
partial pressure of stored material, the best demonstrated overall performance level is a
HAP emission reduction of 80 percent for all tanks with a capacity of 10,000 gal or
greater.

The best overall performance level was reported by PPG Industries in Cleveland, OH.
This facility reported a HAP emission reduction of 80 percent for multiple 10,000 gal
tanks venting to a thermal incinerator. The PPG facility demonstrates the highest
degree of HAP reductions achieved from tanks, including those with the lowest reported
storage capacity of 10,000 gal. Therefore, the reported performance level of 80 percent
is the best achievable performance level for all similar storage tanks.

Although Torrence Coatings and Resins in Torrence, CA reported a higher absolute
performance level for storage tanks, the reported performance level was not considered
representative of all similar sources. The smallest controlled tank at Torrence Coatings
and Resins is a 15,000 gal storage tank equipped with a carbon absorber. The HAP
reduction efficiency of the carbon absorber was reported as 90 percent. The Torrence
Coatings and Resins facility reported a tank performance level for only a portion of the
storage capacity range, 15,000 gal or greater. Thus, the reported performance level is
not representative of all storage tanks within the full capacity range of 10,000 gal or
more. Therefore, the performance level characterized by the PPG facility is considered
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better than the Torrence Coatings and Resins facility. Additional HAP emission
reductions can be achieved with 80 percent reductions from all tanks with capacities of
10,000 gal or more compared to 90 percent reductions from all tanks with capacities of
15,000 gal or more.

3.3 Top Performing Storage Tanks

The new source MACT floor for storage tanks was established by considering all tanks
located in each facility operating surfacing coating manufacturing processes as the
affected source. The measure of performance to rank order and determine the best
performing source was the HAP partial pressure of the stored material in each tank. As
discussed previously, the facility with the best overall performance level was PPG
Industries in Cleveland, OH. This facility reported five identical tanks each storing a
glycol ether and methyl isobutyl ketone mixture with a total HAP partial pressure of

0.2 psia. Thus, the performance criteria corresponding to the best performing source is
a HAP partial pressure of 0.2 psia. Attachment C provides the top MACT floor rankings
for storage tanks with corresponding HAP partial pressure values.

4.0 WASTEWATER NEW SOURCE MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

The new source MACT floor for wastewater streams generated by MON surface coating
manufacturing processes was determined to be the same as the HON new source
MACT floor for wastewater. Control requirements to meet the HON new source floor
includes several options. Floor control requirements can be met using a steam stripper
meeting a minimum set of design specifications. Another option is to use a control
device capable of meeting HAP-specific mass fraction removal (Fr) efficiency as
specified in Table 9 of the HON rule (40 CFR 63, Subpart G). Therefore, HON control
requirements apply to each individual wastewater stream with a total VOHAP
concentration of 1,600 ppmw or more and a flow rate of 880 gal/yr or more.

The performance level for the new source MACT floor is discussed in Section 4.1.
While, Section 4.2 describes the top performing wastewater streams used in the new
source MACT floor determination.

41 New Source MACT Floor Level of Performance

Combustion at off-site locations is the control reported at the top performing facility for
wastewater streams. The EPA did not request data on the efficiency of wastewater
control devices. However, general engineering design knowledge of combustion
devices supports VOHAP emissions reduction equivalent to the HON requirements.
Thus, the MACT floor performance level for new wastewater sources has been
demonstrated as achievable at the top performing facility. This level of performance is
no less stringent than the performance level determined for MON existing sources.



4.2  Top Performing Wastewater Streams

The new source MACT floor for wastewater streams was established by considering
each wastewater stream located in each facility operating surfacing coating
manufacturing processes as the affected source. The measure of performance to rank
order and determine the best performing source was the HAP concentration and annual
flow rate of the wastewater. The facility with the best overall performance level was Lilly
Industries in Montebello, CA. This facility reported a wastewater stream with a total
HAP concentration of 1,600 ppmw and wastewater flow rate of 880 gal/yr which is
treated in a combustion device (i.e., fuel blending - energy recovery) at an off-site
location. Thus, the performance criteria corresponding to the best performing source is
a HAP concentration of 1,600 ppmw or more and wastewater flow rate of 880 gal/yr or
more. Attachment D provides the top MACT floor rankings for wastewater streams with
corresponding HAP concentrations values and treatment codes.

5.0 EQUIPMENT COMPONENT NEW SOURCE FLOOR DETERMINATION

The new source MACT floor for equipment components was determined to be a
monthly sensory leak detection and repair (LDAR) program equivalent to the bulk
gasoline terminal NESHAP. The new source MACT floor for equipment components
was established by considering LDAR programs implemented at each facility operating
surface coating manufacturing processes. Several LDAR program characteristics such
as leak detection method, leak definition, and inspection frequency were used as the
measure of performance to rank order and determine the best performing facility. This
same approach was used for determining the existing source MACT floor for equipment
components. The performance criteria corresponding to the best similar source was a
monthly sensory LDAR program equivalent to the bulk gasoline terminal NESHAP.
Approximately 38 of 49 facilities with surface coating manufacturing processes have
implemented a monthly sensory LDAR program similar to the bulk gasoline terminal
NESHAP.

One facility, PPG Industries in Oak Creek, WI, reported a LDAR program based on
detecting equipment leaks using a portable organic vapor analyzer (OVA) as described
by EPA Method 21. A leak definition of 10,000 ppmv and multiple inspection
frequencies (monthly, quarterly, and annually) were also reported. The LDAR program
was implemented to comply with State of Wisconsin VOC RACT requirements for paint
manufacturers (Wisconsin Statute 421.06). However, this LDAR program is not
considered significantly more stringent than the monthly sensory LDAR program already
implemented by most surface coating manufacturers based on conclusions reached
under the bulk gasoline NESHAP.

During the development of the bulk gasoline terminal NESHAP, the EPA agreed with an
assessment performed by the American Petroleum Institute (API) that the difference
between emission factors for terminals performing periodic LDAR with an OVA and
those performing a sensory LDAR was statistically insignificant. Equipment associated
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with bulk gasoline terminals appear similar to equipment associated with surface coating
manufacturing processes for the following reasons:

o Equipment components primarily support the transfer of various liquid raw
materials and products,

° Equipment components are generally operated only under a slight
pressure head developed from transfer pumps, and

° Equipment components developing a leak in liquid-service and under little
to no pressure can be detected effectively through sensory observations
for drips, odors, and/or hissing sounds.

From drawing upon these similarities, it is considered reasonable that surface coating
manufacturing processes performing a LDAR with an OVA and those performing a
sensory LDAR will also be statistically insignificant. Thus, the best performing source is
one implementing a monthly sensory LDAR program equivalent to the bulk gasoline
terminal NESHAP.



ATTACHMENT A

MACT FLOOR RANKING FOR
PORTABLE PROCESS TANKS/VESSELS



Iv 6661 ‘Lo 2unr ‘dopuogy
0 QUON J]qRAOWY-S2 X oL ‘ouf SuNeo)) 19QON 0ZV €1
0 JuoN 9[QRAOWOY-SO & L8 ‘ouf S8uneo) 1PqON 0z 1
0 SuoN JIqRAOWIY-SI X L ONI SONILYOD TddON OZ3V 11
0 VN WHY-SHA 9% "ou] s8uneo) [2qON 0NV 01
0 SUON 9qeAOWIIY-SI X 144 ONI SONILVOD THdON OZZIV 6
0 SuoON ON X3 "ONI SONILVOD TH9dON OZ3V 8
0 JUON J1qRAOWIY-SI X 69 "ou] sSuneo) [PQON 0ZYY £
0 SUON IqRAOWIIY-SIX 11 “ONI SONILLVOD THHON OZFV 9
0 JuoN ON §T s3uneo) [9QON 0V §
0 ouoN 21qRAOWINY-STA <1 uoneiodio)) [0XdY ¢
S8 JOQIOSpE uoqre) J[QRAOWIIY-SAX 12 ou] ‘Auedwio)) s1onpoid PR €
€6 oL PIXLI-SO A L a13pIAfeg - uonerodio) ISV ¢
66 N J9ZIPIXOo [eurdyl/osnoyseq IQRAOWIIY-SI X SI Jueld Jured apepdundg - ouj ‘sapnsnpul HAJ 1

(Quoang) A [011U0) 13400 jo ad4y, suey, JweN jueld
Kwda Jo Rquny
[0uo)

STASSAA/SINV.L SSHD0Ud A TdV.LHOd.
ONRINLOVANNVIA ONLLVOD HOVAANS Y04 YOO -V A'TdV.L




ATTACHMENT B

MACT FLOOR RANKING FOR
STATIONARY PROCESS TANKS/VESSELS
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ATTACHMENT C

MACT FLOOR RANKING FOR
STORAGE TANKS
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ATTACHMENT D

MACT FLOOR RANKING FOR
WASTEWATER STREAMS
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ALPHA-GAMMA

TECHNOLOGIES, INC.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 22, 1999

SUBJECT: Existing Source MACT Floors for Surface Coating Manufacturing
Processes

FROM: Chuck Zukor and Reese Howle

Alpha-Gamma Technologies, Inc.

To: Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP Project File

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) floor determinations for surface coating manufacturing processes at
existing sources which are covered by the Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP (MON).
Material discussed in this memorandum includes:

1) Regulatory background including standard applicability, available
information for MACT analyses, and MACT definitions;

2) Determination of the existing source MACT floor for process
tanks/vessels;

3) Determination of the existing source MACT floor for storage tanks;
4) Determination of the existing source MACT floor for wastewater; and

5) Determination of the existing source MACT floor for equipment
components.

1.0 BACKGROUND

This section presents some background on the development of MACT floors for MON
surface coating manufacturing processes. Section 1.1 summarizes the facility
applicability criteria for MON surface coating manufacturing processes. Section 1.2
describes the available information used in the MACT floor determinations. Section 1.3
summarizes the required guidelines for determining MACT floors and a summary of the
resulting MACT floor determinations.



1.1 MON Surface Coating Manufacturing Applicability Criteria
The MON will apply to facilities meeting all of the following criteria:

° Manufacture paints, varnishes, lacquers, enamels, and allied products,
adhesives and sealants, or printing ink;

° Emit a hazardous air pollutant (HAP) and considered a major source;

° Are covered by one of the following Standard Industrial Classification
(SIC) codes: 2851, 2891, or 2893; and

° Are not covered by any other MACT standard.

Additional details regarding applicability of the MON were published in the Federal
Register on November 7, 1996 (61 ER 57602).

1.2  Available Information

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), under the authority of Section 114 of the
1990 Clean Air Act Amendment, requested information from facilities which are subject
to the MON and which manufacture surface coatings such as paints and adhesives.
The Section 114 requests were sent to a total of 194 facilities in a letter from the EPA
on January 28, 1997 with a clarification letter sent on March 10, 1997. The facilities
which received the Section 114 questionnaires were identified from EPA’s 1993 Toxic
Release Inventory (TRI) database. First, facilities which had a SIC code of 2851, 2891,
or 2893 were identified. Then, facilities which had total actual HAP emissions greater
than 12.5 tons/yr or actual emissions of one HAP greater than 5 tons/yr were identified.

Section 114 requests were sent to an additional 24 surface coating manufacturing
facilities in a letter from the EPA on May 18, 1998. Facilities receiving the second set
of Section 114 questionnaires were identified from a May 12, 1998 letter from the
National Paint & Coatings Association (NCPA). The additional Section 114 requests
were sent to facilities that were either not surveyed or did not respond to the original
Section 114 request.

Facilities were requested to provide process and emissions data for the 1995 calendar
year on a computer disk or hard-copy, paper response. Alpha-Gamma entered the data
received from the facilities into a MS Access database. The MON surface coating
database contains data from 127 facilities. Some of the data provided were not in the
format requested in the Section 114 questionnaire. Alpha-Gamma made the necessary
conversions before the MACT floor analyses were performed.



1.3 MACT Floor Determinations

According to the Clean Air Act, the MACT floor for existing sources is defined as "the
average emission limitation achieved by the best performing 12 percent of sources (for
which the Administrator has emissions information)." In cases where 30 or fewer
sources exist in a source category, the MACT floor is defined as the average emission
limitation achieved by the best performing 5 sources. The EPA has interpreted the word
"average" in 59 FR 29196 as a measure of the "central tendency of a data set." The
central tendency may be represented by the arithmetic mean, median, or some other
measure that is reasonable. The MACT floors for MON surface coating manufacturing
processes are based on the central tendency for each emission type, using the
available data. Table 1 provides a summary of the MACT floor determinations for
surface coating manufacturing processes at existing sources. The MACT floors and the
methodology used to determine these floors are described in the following sections.

Table 1. MACT Floor Determinations for Surface Coating Manufacturing
Processes at Existing Sources

Source Type Required Control Performance Level
Process Fixed or removable cover All portable process tanks > 250 gal
Tanks/
Vessels Fixed or removable cover All stationary process tanks > 250 gal
venting to a control device
capable of a 60 percent
reduction
Storage None for all tank capacity Tank with capacity:
Tanks ranges > 10,000 gal and <20,000 gal
> 20,000 gal and <40,000 gal
> 40,000 gal
Wastewater | Equivalent to the HON Wastewater streams with total
VOHAP? concentration > 4,000 ppmw
and a flow rate > 22,000 gal/yr
Equipment Equivalent to the bulk All affected processes.
Components | gasoline terminal “sensory”
LDAR program

@ VOHAP is described in Table 9 of the HON rule (40 CFR 63, Appendix to
Subpart G). Table 9 lists the volatile organic HAP (VOHAP) which volatilize
readily from wastewater and are characterized by Henry’s Law constants greater

than or equal to 1.51 x 10 atm-m*/mol.



2.0 PROCESS TANKS/VESSELS MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

A class distinction was established between portable and stationary process tanks
located at existing sources. Therefore, separate MACT floors were determined for
portable and stationary process tanks:

° The existing source MACT floor for portable process tanks with a capacity
of 250 gallons or more is a fixed or removable cover.

° The existing source MACT floor for stationary process tanks with a
capacity of 250 gallons or more is a fixed or removable cover which vents
to a control device with an overall HAP reduction efficiency of 60 percent
or greater.

The affected process tank/vessel population used in the MACT floor determination is
described in Section 2.1. In Section 2.2, the class distinction between portable and
stationary process tanks is discussed. Section 2.3 describes the MACT floor level of
performance. Section 2.4 describes the MACT floor determinations.

2.1 Affected Process Tank/Vessel Population

All process tanks/vessels associated with surface coating manufacturing processes
were considered. The total source population is 7,639 process tanks/vessel located in
127 facilities. Stationary process tanks/vessels account for approximately 61 percent
(4,628) of the process tank population and are located in 122 facilities. While, portable
process tanks/vessels account for the remaining 39 percent (3,011) of the process tank
population and are located in 88 facilities.

The process tank population has been reduced by 8 stationary tanks since the prior
MACT floor determination (September 17, 1998). A memorandum from Mr. Bob Nelson
(NCPA) on September 25, 1998 indicated that 8 stationary process tanks were reported
incorrectly by Morton International in Lansing, IL. Four of the process tanks were
associated with a resin manufacturing operation and were transferred for consideration
under the MON chemical manufacturing subcategory. The other four process tanks
were actually product storage tanks and were transferred for consideration in the
storage tank MACT floor determination.

2.2 Class Distinctions

A class distinction was established between portable and stationary process tanks due
to differences in applying technologies to reduce emissions from portable and stationary
process tanks. The mobile nature of portable process tanks requires different technical
considerations for controlling emissions with an add-on control device.



2.3 MACT Floor Level of Performance

2.3.1 Portable Process Tanks/Vessels

The selected MACT floor level of performance is a fixed or removable cover on a
portable process tank. Approximately 92 percent (2,783) of the portable tanks are
reportedly equipped with a fixed or removable cover. While, only about 3 percent (108)
of the portable tanks are reportedly equipped with a control device (e.g., thermal
oxidizer or carbon absorber). Since covers are the most effective emission reduction
measure in use by more than 12 percent of MON portable process tanks, a fixed or
removable cover corresponds to the MACT floor level of performance.

2.3.2 Stationary Process Tanks/Vessels

The selected MACT floor level of performance is a fixed or removable cover on a
stationary process tank which vents to a control device. As with the portable process
tanks, approximately 98 percent of the stationary process tanks (4,558) are reportedly
equipped with a fixed or removable cover. Approximately 8 percent of the stationary
tanks (368 tanks) are also reportedly routing emissions to an add-on control device.
Therefore, there is a sufficient number of controlled process vessels to support a MACT
floor level of performance for stationary process tanks.

24 MACT Floor Determinations

2.4.1 Portable Process Tanks/Vessels

The presence of a cover and the emission reduction efficiency of an add-on control
device were selected as the measures of performance to rank order portable process
tanks controlled at a MACT floor level. A portable tank equipped with a cover and a
control device with a high emission reduction efficiency was considered more stringent
than a similar portable tank with just a cover.

All portable process tanks with MACT equivalent controls were first ranked by the
corresponding control device efficiency in descending order (high-to-low). Next,
portable tanks equipped with covers were ranked in descending order (high-to-low) by
the number of tanks located at each facility. The top 12 percent of the 3,011 portable
process tanks corresponds to the top 361 tanks. Only 108 of the top 361 portable
process tanks are reportedly equipped with a cover and an add-on control device, while
the remaining 253 tanks are equipped only with a cover. Since portable process tanks
equipped with add-on controls represent less than 6 percent of the affected sources, the
“central tendency” of the top performing tanks is a portable process tank equipped only
with a fixed or removable cover. At present, a specific HAP emission reduction
efficiency corresponding to the sole use of covers to reduce HAP emissions from
process tanks has not been determined. Attachment A provides a complete MACT floor
ranking with corresponding control device efficiencies for portable process tanks.

5



2.4.2 Stationary Process Tanks/Vessels

The presence of a cover and the emission reduction efficiency of an add-on control
device were selected as the measures of performance to rank order stationary process
tanks controlled at a MACT floor level. A stationary tank equipped with a cover and a
control device with a high emission reduction efficiency was considered more stringent
than a similar stationary tank with a just a cover.

All stationary process tanks with MACT equivalent controls were first ranked by the
corresponding control device efficiency in descending order (high-to-low). Next,
stationary tanks equipped with covers were ranked in descending order (high-to-low) by
the number of tanks located at each facility. The top 12 percent of 4,628 stationary
process tanks corresponds to the top 555 tanks. Of the top performing stationary
process tanks, 368 tanks are reportedly equipped with a cover and an add-on control
device. The remaining 187 tanks are equipped only with a cover. Since stationary
process tanks equipped with add-on controls represent approximately 8 percent of the
affected sources, a “central tendency” of the top performing tanks can be expressed
numerically as a median or mean control efficiency value. The median performance
level for the top facilities is an add-on control device with an efficiency of at least 80
percent. While, the average performance level for the top facilities is an add-on control
device with an efficiency of at least 60 percent (value rounded up from actual value of
57 percent).! It was determined that the average performance level of 60 represented
the “central tendency” of the top facilities. Since the control device efficiencies for the
top performing facilities represented a fairly even distribution, it was determined that the
average control device efficiency best represented the central tendency of the data set.
Attachment B provides a complete MACT floor ranking with corresponding control
device efficiencies for stationary process tanks.

3.0 STORAGE TANK MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

The MACT floor for storage tanks located at existing MON surface coating
manufacturing facilities was determined to be no control. All storage tanks associated
with surface coating manufacturing processes were considered. The total source
population is 453 storage tanks located in 82 facilities. A summary of the MON surface
coating storage tanks data is provided in Table 2.

Collectively, only about 4 percent (18) of the 453 storage tanks are reportedly equipped
with a control device (e.g., thermal oxidizer or carbon absorber). None of the storage
tanks are reportedly equipped with an internal or external floating roof. Table 2 also

The mean control efficiency value was determined as a weighted average. The number
of stationary process tanks with add-on controls (368) was multiplied by the running
average of control efficiencies corresponding to these controlled tanks (85.7 percent) and
then divided by the number of stationary tanks representing the top 12 percent of
affected sources (555), 368 * 85.7 / 555 = 57 percent.
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groups the storage tank data in three capacity ranges which are consistent with the

HON:

° > 10,000 to <20,000 gal,

° > 20,000 to <40,000 gal, and

° > 40,000 gal.

For each storage capacity range, less than 6 percent of the storage tanks are reportedly
equipped with a control device. Thus, the MACT floor for MON surface coating storage
tanks was determined to be no control. Attachment C provides a MACT floor ranking

for tanks reportedly equipped with control devices.

Table 2. Summary of Surface Coating Manufacturing Storage Tank Data

Tank Size (gal)

Total Number of Tanks

Number of Tanks with
Add-On Control Devices

> 10,000 to <20,000 317 11 (3.5 percent)

> 20,000 to <40,000 133 7 (5.3 percent)

> 40,000 3 0 (0 percent)
TOTAL 453 18 (4.0 percent)

Note that tanks storing inorganic materials such as hydrochloric acid were eliminated
from the MACT floor determination. Typically, tanks storing inorganic materials require
different control technologies than organic materials (e.g., scrubbers versus
condensers). Also, to be consistent with classes of tanks covered by the HON, the EPA
did not request data on tanks with capacities less than 10,000 gal or tanks storing
materials with a total HAP content less than 5 percent by weight. Thus, tanks with
reported characteristics which did not meet the minimum criteria were eliminated from

the MACT floor determination.

The storage tank population has been reduced by 69 tanks since the prior MACT floor
determination (September 17, 1998). The reduction in the storage tank population is
primarily due to the exclusion of tanks which reported a blank value for the weight
percent of HAP in the stored material. Additional reductions occurred from the
exclusion of tanks storing materials with a total HAP content less than 5 percent by
weight and tanks storing inorganic materials.



40 WASTEWATER MACT FLOOR DETERMINATION

The existing source MACT floor for wastewater streams generated by MON surface
coating manufacturing facilities was determined to be the same control requirements as
the HON existing source MACT for wastewater. Control requirements to meet the HON
existing source MACT includes several options. Floor control requirements can be met
using a steam stripper meeting a minimum set of design specifications. Another option
is to use a control device capable of meeting HAP-specific mass fraction removal (Fr)
efficiency as specified in Table 9 of the HON rule (40 CFR 63, Subpart G). Therefore,
HON control requirements apply to each individual wastewater stream with a VOHAP
concentration of 4,000 ppmw or more and a flow rate of 22,000 gal/yr or more.

The affected wastewater stream population used in the MACT floor determination is
described in Section 4.1. In Section 4.2, the MACT floor level of performance is
described. Section 4.3 describes the MACT floor determinations.

4.1 Affected Wastewater Stream Population

All wastewater streams generated from surface coating manufacturing processes were
considered. Wastewater streams containing inorganic materials such as hydrochloric
acid and chromium compounds were eliminated from the MACT floor determination.
Wastewater streams containing inorganic materials were eliminated from the analysis
because inorganic compounds typically require different control technologies than
organic materials (e.g., neutralization/chemical precipitation versus steam stripping).
The EPA also did not request data on wastewater streams containing HAP
concentrations less than 1,000 ppmw. Thus, wastewater streams reporting HAP
concentrations less than 1,000 ppmw were also eliminated from the floor analysis. The
wastewater stream population that results after these exclusions is 10 streams
generated by 9 facilities.

The wastewater stream population has been reduced by 24 streams since the prior
MACT floor determination (September 17, 1998). Through telephone conversations
with personnel at facilities generating wastewater, additional information was obtained
to clarify reported wastewater stream characteristics. Wastewater streams were
removed from the MACT floor analysis for the following reasons:

° Streams were actually generated by chemical manufacturing processes
instead of a surface coating manufacturing process,

° Reported HAP concentrations were revised,
° Total HAP concentration in wastewater was less than 1,000 ppmw, and
° Streams exclusively contained inorganic compounds.



4.2 MACT Floor Level of Performance

The selected MACT floor level of performance is a wastewater stream treated with the
same controls as required by the HON. In general, the HON performance level is that
achieved by a steam stripper meeting minimum design specifications or other device
capable of meeting HAP-specific mass fraction removal (Fr) efficiencies. Fifty percent
of the 10 wastewater streams generated from surface coating manufacturing processes
are reportedly treated in a combustion device at an off-site location. These controlled
wastewater streams are also characterized as a hazardous waste under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

The EPA did not request data on the efficiency of wastewater control devices.

However, general engineering design knowledge of the listed treatment technologies
and the applicability of the air emission standards for RCRA treatment facilities (40 CFR
264, subparts AA, BB, and CC) supports a VOHAP emissions reduction equivalent to
the HON requirements. Since a combustion device is capable of achieving a HON
equivalent VOHAP reduction, a MACT floor performance level equivalent to the HON
exists for wastewater streams.

4.3 MACT Floor Determinations

The measure of performance for wastewater streams is based on two characteristics:
wastewater HAP concentration (ppmw), and wastewater flow rate (gal/min).
Wastewater streams with MACT floor equivalent controls and low HAP concentrations
and low flow rates are considered more stringent than similar wastewater streams with
higher HAP concentrations and higher flow rates. The top performing streams were
determined by rank ordering individual wastewater streams in following sequence:

° Level of control equivalent to the existing MACT floor for HON wastewater,
° Total HAP concentration in wastewater, ppmw (ascending order), and
° Total wastewater flow rate, gal/min (ascending order).

Since there are less than 30 reported wastewater streams, the MACT floor is
represented by the 5 top performing streams. The 5 top performing wastewater
streams are all reportedly treated in combustion device as a RCRA waste at an off-site
location. For the top performing streams, the HAP concentration and flow rates ranged
from 1,600 ppmw to 100,000 ppmw, and 880 gal/yr to 22,000 gal/yr, respectively.

The “central tendency” of the top performing wastewater streams can be expressed
numerically as a median or mean of the performance values. The median performance
level for the top wastewater streams corresponds to the wastewater stream with a HAP
concentration of 4,000 ppmw and a flow rate of 22,000 gal/yr. While, the average
performance level for the top wastewater streams is a flow-weighted average HAP
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concentration of approximately 15,000 ppmw (15,754 ppmw) and an average flow rate
of approximately 10,000 gal/yr (10,630 gal/yr). It was determined that the median
performance level represented better the “central tendency” of the top facilities. Since
the wastewater HAP concentrations and flow rates for the top performing facilities
represented a skewed population distribution, it was determined that characteristics
corresponding to the median performance level best represents the central tendency of
the data set. Attachment D provides a complete MACT floor listing with corresponding
wastewater HAP concentrations (ppmw) and flow rates (gal/min).

5.0 EQUIPMENT COMPONENT FLOOR DETERMINATION

The MACT floor for equipment components was determined to be a monthly sensory
leak detection and repair (LDAR) program equivalent to the bulk gasoline terminal
NESHAP. The affected source population used in the MACT floor determination is
described in Section 5.1. In Section 5.2, the MACT floor level of performance is
described. While, Section 5.3 describes the MACT floor determinations.

5.1 Affected Source Population

Equipment components associated with facilities operating surface coating
manufacturing processes were considered as the affected source. The affected source
population corresponds to the number of facilities that responded to the LDAR
component of the EPA survey, 117 facilities.

5.2 MACT Floor Level of Performance

The selected MACT floor level of performance is a structured leak detection and repair
(LDAR) program for equipment components. Approximately 42 percent (49) of the
surface coating manufacturing processes reportedly have LDAR programs. Several
LDAR program characteristics such as leak detection method, leak definition, and
inspection frequency are used as the measure of performance to rank order and
determine the best performing facility. In general, LDAR programs following EPA
reference Method 21 using a portable organic vapor analyzer (OVA) are considered
more stringent methods than sensory detection methods (i.e., audible, visual, or
olfactory). Also, LDAR programs based on smaller leak definitions (e.g., 500 ppmv or
1,000 ppmv above background concentrations) and more frequent equipment
inspections (e.g., monthly or quarterly) are considered more stringent options than
LDAR programs using higher leak definitions and less frequent inspections. Facilities
implementing LDAR programs detecting leaks with OVA'’s, applying smaller leak
definitions, and more frequent equipment inspections are considered the better
performing sources.
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5.3 MACT Floor Determinations

The top performing 12 percent of facilities were determined by rank ordering all facilities
by LDAR program characteristics in following sequence:

° Detection method: Method 21, and sensory procedures.
o Inspection frequency: daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, and annually.
° Leak definition above background concentrations: 500 ppmv, 1,000 ppmv,

10,000 ppmv, 